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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the method of claim 1 
and the device of claim 9 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the clalm(s). 
No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled In the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: The elements of claims 1 and 9 are not found in the detailed 
description of the application. 

The amendment filed April 26, 2007 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no 
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: The elements 
added to claims 1 and 9 are generally similar to page 6 of the application, however, the 
differences are enough to be new matter. Applicant is required to cancel the new 
matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact tenns as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 
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Applicant argues tliat support for the amendments to claims 1 and 9 are found at 
pages 6 and 13 of the specification as originally filed. 

Claim 1 recites "obtaining positions of the at least three control points in the 
image, and comparing control point structures in the image to be rectified to control 
point structures in the reference Image, each of the control point structures comprising a 
plurality of pixels." Page 6 of the application states "the positions of the control points 
obtained in the image to be rectified are determined more precisely by a comparison of 
the control point structures. It would be possible either to project parts of the control 
point structure of the image onto the reference image or to do the reverse." Thus, the 
comparison described in the specification is performed for the purpose of obtaining 
more precise positions of the control points, rather than after and independently of 
obtaining the positions of the control points as recited in claim 1 as amended. 
Presumably, the initial position of the control points is obtained in claim 1 in the previous 
step of "determining at least three control points in the image." Support for comparing 
that is Independent of obtaining more precise positions of the control points is not found 
in the application as originally filed. 

Claim 1 recites "projecting the less-resolved image area onto the more highly 
resolved image area corresponding to a mapping function." Page 6 of the specification 
states that "Image resolutions are preferably calculated for both image parts, and the 
less-resolved Image part is projected onto the more highly resolved one." Perfonning 
the projecting of the less-resolved image part onto the more highly resolved one 
"corresponding to a mapping function" is not found on page 6 nor on page 13 of the 
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application as originally filed. If support does exist, it needs to be made more explicit. 
For example, what is the mapping function? Is it the same as the mapping function at 
the end of claim 1? Where is this mapping function found in the application as filed? 

Claim 1 recites "detemilning gray-scale values of respective pixels in the control 
point structure of the image and in a corresponding control point structure of the 
reference image." Page 6 of the application states "the gray-scale values of the 
individual pixels in the control point structure or image structure are detemnined, and the 
differences between adjacent pixels are found." The support for the claim language of 
"determining gray-scale values of respective pixels... in a corresponding control point 
structure of the reference image" is not clearly apparent on page 6 of the application. If 
support does exist, it needs to be made more explicit. 

Claim 1 recites "shifting one of the control point structure in the image and the 
reference image." Page 6 of the application states "the control point structure in the 
image to be rectified is shifted." Support for shifting the control point structure in the 
reference image is not apparent on page 6 of the application. 

Claim 1 recites "comparing differences ... to derive an error value ... said error 
value being determined in a manner identical to the manner in which the new position of 
the control point structure is obtained." Page 6 states the gray-scale "differences are 
compared ... from which an error value is derived. Then the control point structure in 
the image to be rectified is shifted in the X or Y direction, and another error value is 
found. By the stepwise displacement of the control point structure in the X and Y 
directions, an error matrix is generated.... The position of the control point structure 
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that has the smallest error is identified as the best-adjusted position." Page 6 of the 
application appears to be stating that an error value is derived, the control point 
structure is shifted and a second error value is derived, and this continues until an error 
matrix is created. In contrast, claim 1 recites deriving an error value by comparing 
differences, shifting the control point structure, and then detemnining the same error 
value. Also, claim 1 recites determining the error value in a manner identical to the 
manner in which the new position of the control point structure is obtained, which is not 
only new matter, but contradicts the discussion about deriving error values on page 6 of 
the application. 

Furthermore, none of these new elements are found in the detailed description 
nor shown in the drawings. The detailed description and the drawings need to be 
revised to provide support for the claim. 

Claims 2-8, which depend from claim 1 as amended, are rejected for depending 
on a base claim that is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 

Claim 9 as amended, which contains elements similar to those of claim 1 as 
amended, Is also rejected for these reasons. Claims 10-18, which depend from claim 9 
as amended, are rejected for depending on a base claim that is rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Throughout claim 1, some elements recite a "control point structure of the image" 
and some elements recite a "control point structure in the Image." One of these terms 
should be replaced with the other so that the terminology is consistent throughout the 
claim and consistent with the supporting temninology of the specification. 

In claim 1, "projecting... corresponding to a mapping function" is unclear in light of 
"selecting one of a suitable mapping function," because the claim does not indicate 
whether the first mapping function is the same as the second mapping function or if they 
are two different mapping functions. If they are the same, "projecting ... corresponding 
to a mapping function" cannot be performed before "selecting ... a suitable mapping 
function." 

In claim 1 , the purpose of the transition from the term "control points" to "control 
point structures" and back to "control points" is unclear. The distinction between using 
the term control point structures, then using the term control points is also unclear. For 
example; why do the new elements recite an error value derived from gray-scale 
differences in control point structures, then the original elements revert to reciting an 
error in positional differences between control points and corresponding points? If 
these phrases have the same meaning, the terms used in these phrases should be 
consistent. If there is a distinction, this distinction should be made clear. 
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In claim 1, the term "determining gray-scale values of respective pixels in the 
control point structure of the image and in a corresponding control point structure of the 
reference image" should be "determining gray-scale values of respective pixels in the 
control point structure of the image and in the corresponding control point structure of 
the reference image" to reflect the antecedent basis of these elements introduced in the 
previous claimed element of "calculating." 

In claim 1, "forming differences of gray-scale values between adjacent pixels in 
each of the corresponding control point structures" should be "forming differences of 
gray-scale values between adjacent pixels in the control point structure of the image 
and forming differences of gray-scale values between adjacent pixels in the 
con^esponding control point structure of the reference image" so that the terminology is 
consistent with the antecedent terms and is consistent with the application as filed. 

In claim 1 , "comparing differences in the corresponding control point structures 
for corresponding pixels" should be "comparing said differences of gray-scale values 
between adjacent pixels in the control point structure of the image with said differences 
of gray-scale values of adjacent pixels of the conresponding control point structure of the 
reference image to derive an error value" so that the temninology is consistent with 
antecedent terms and with the application as originally filed. 

In claim 1 , "shifting one of the control point structure in the image and the 
reference image in at least one of a vertical and horizontal direction such that a new 
position of the control point structure is obtained" should be "shifting the control point 
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structure in the image in at least one of a vertical and a horizontal direction such that a 
new position of the control point structure in the image is obtained." 

In claim 1 , "said error value being determined in a manner identical to the 
manner in which the new position of the control point structure is obtained" is unclear 
and inconsistent with page 6 of the application as originally filed. This error value, in 
light of page 6, appears to be a second error value that is derived after shifting the 
control point structure. This claim element should be changed so that it is clear and 
consistent with the previous error value and with page 6 of the application as filed. 

In claim 1 , "selecting one of a suitable mapping function and adjusting 
parameters of the mapping function, whereby the mapping function is changed by 
changing the parameters such that cumulative error in positional differences between 
control points and corresponding points in the reference image is minimized" appears to 
be related to the previous elements of shifting and deriving error values, yet the 
language of this element appears to be unrelated to these previous elements. If the 
control points and corresponding points of this element are the same as the control 
point structure of the image and the corresponding control point structure of the 
reference image, then this element should be amended to reflect this fact. What is the 
cumulative error, and how is it related to the previous errors in this claim? If the 
cumulative error is the same as the error matrix that is generated by shifting the control 
point structure and deriving another error value, then this element should be amended 
to reflect this fact. If minimizing the cumulative error is the same as using the error 
matrix for identifying the position of the control point structure that has the smallest 
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error, then this element should be amended to be consistent with the previous terms 
and page 6 of the application as originally filed. 

Claims 2-8 are rejected because they depend from a base claim that is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim 9, which has similar limitations as claim 1 , Is rejected for the reasons given 
in the rejection of claim 1 . Claims 10-18 are rejected because they depend from a base 
claim that is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

Response to Arguments 

The objection to the declaration is withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph is overcome by 
applicant's amendment. 

The rejection of claims 1 , 5-6, 8-9, 13-14 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) is 
overcome by applicant's amendment. 

The rejection of claims 2-4, 7, 10-12, 15 and 17-18 under 35 U.S.C. 103 is 
overcome by applicant's amendment. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-18 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Wherever possible, the Examiner has offered suggestions to the applicant for 
overcoming the new rejections. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of |his action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey S. Smith whose telephone number is 571 270- 
1235. The examiner can nomrially be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on 571 272-7429. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JSS 

June 12. 2007 
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